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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 29 January 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

2. The applicant argued that the combination of Templin and Schneider does not 
teach or suggest redirection of files involved in a peer-to-peer data transfer. Since the 
gateway 300 receives all data being transferred between networks 110 and 120 
because of its centralized gate keeping location. This is also evident in Templin, col. 3, 
lines 21-31, which describes that the destination address of packets received in the 
gateway 300 is that of the destination computer, not that of the gateway 300. In other 
words, the gateway 300 receives data by interception, not redirection as required by 
claim 10. The examiner points to col. 6, lines 57-65 of Templin, which states, "In this 
case, the packet is diverted to one of the proxy servers 340." Not all packets received 
by the gateway are sent to the proxy servers 340. Only certain packets are diverted (i.e. 
redirected) to the proxy servers 340 (i.e. interception node). Therefore the applicant is 
incorrect, and Templin teaches redirection as required by claim 10. 

3. The applicant furthermore argued that the combination of Templin and Schneider 
does not teach or suggest processing a file being transfenred between two peer nodes 
in a peer-to-peer data transfer. And, as Schneider proves, conventional peer-to-peer 
data transfer does not involve processing of data in the middle of the peer-to-peer 
transfer. This is incorrect since Schneider states in 37, "The scanning operation 
allows, for example, Operator-X 104 and Operator-Y 106 to serve as intermediaries 
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between terminals 108, 110, and 112, such that content found to be infected by a virus 
may be quarantined within terminals 108, 110, and 112." Emphasis added. It is clear 
that the processing of data takes in between the peer nodes. Furthermore, in U 27, 
Schneider states, "In such an instance, the content is first forwarded to a network 
operator that is running an up-to-date virus scanner. The network operator, having a 
current contract with a virus scanning company to provide the latest virus definitions, is 
then able to perform the virus scan on the content prior to the consumer's receipt." This 
means that after the sender sends the data, the data is processed by an operator and 
sent to the receiver. Therefore the processing of data takes place in the middle of the 
peer-to-peer transfer. This process is further explained in U 38, "If the content is found to 
be virus infected, the DRM agent of the sending terminal is informed and the content is 
deleted, cleaned, or otherwise contained. If the content is not found to be infected by a 
virus, it is forwarded to the DRM agent of the receiving terminal." Emphasis added. 

4. The applicant moreover argued that there is no motivation to combine Templin 
and Schneider. And, it is respectfully submitted that outsourcing of virus scanning 
services in Schneider involves doing the scanning using another computer prior to the 
peer-to-peer data transfer between terminals. As applied to Templin, this would result in 
the data being processed for virus scanning before the data is even transferred from the 
computer 150 to the computer 160 by way of the gateway 300. Therefore, it is 
respectfully submitted that the proposed combination would result in a topology much 
different from that recited in claim 10. Since it has been shown above that outsourcing 
of virus scanning services in Schneider does not involve doing the scanning using 
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another computer prior to the peer-to-peer data transfer between terminals, this would 
not result in a topology much different from that recited in claim 10 and the combination 
is proper. 

5. The applicant also stated that as is explicit from the cited portion of Templin, the 
packets received by the gateway contain the source address of the trusted computer 
and, more importantly, the destination address of the untrusted computer. That is, the 
packets are not redirected to the gateway by informing the trusted computer that the 
address of the untrusted computer is that of the gateway, as would be required to read 
on claim 14. Citing col. 3, lines 21-31 , "The proxy server extracts the payload from the 
packet, and generates a new packet having a source address of the gateway, the 
destination address of the untrusted computer, and the payload." Emphasis added. 
Since an untrusted computer serves as the second node and a proxy server serves as 
the interception node, Templin clearly teaches claim 14. 

6. . Moreover, the applicant argued that it is respectfully the cited sections of Morris 
do not relate to identifying nodes involved in a data transfer as required by claim 15. 
The cited portions of Morris merely disclose identification of peer nodes that maintain 
and provide metadata. In col. 8, Morris states, "After finishing constructing all the peer 
node locators with the embedded query in step 218, the peer server 14 provides the 
peer node locators to the waiting process of step 212." Therefore Morris teaches both 
data and metadata transfers. 

7. The examiner points out that the pending claims must be "given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification" [In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541 
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(CCPA 1969)] and "consistent with the interpretation that those skilled in the art would 
reach" [In re Cortright, 49 USPQ2d 1464 (Fed. Cir. 1999)]. In conclusion, upon taking 
the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, the cited references teach all of the 
claimed limitations. And the rejections are reaffirmed. See below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

9. Claims 10-14 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Templin et al. (5,781,550) and Schneider (2004/0158741). 

10. As per claim 10, Templin et al. teaches a method comprising: redirecting the file 
from a first node to an interception node, the file being originally intended to be 
transferred directly from the first node to a second node (see Templin et al., col. 5, lines 
9-24); processing the file in the interception node (see Templin et al., col. 3, lines 21- 
31); and transferring the file from the interception node to the second node (see Templin 
et al., col. 8, lines 38-47). But fails to teach a method of transferring a file in a peer-to- 
peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being computers 
in the peer-to-peer computer network. However, Schneider teaches a method of 
transferring a file in a peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the 
second peer node being computers in the peer-to-peer computer network (see 
Schneider, 37). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify Templin et al. to a method of transferring a file in a 
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peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being 
computers in the peer-to-peer computer network in order to control communication of 
content between user terminals, and more particularly control the proliferation of virus 
infected content by outsourcing virus scanning services (see Schneider, H 1). 

11. As per claims 1 1 -1 4, the above-mentioned motivation of claim 1 0 applies fully in 
order to combine Templin et al. and Schneider. 

12. As per claim 1 1 , Templin et al. and Schneider teach a method wherein the peer- 
to-peer computer network includes the Internet (see Templin et al., col. 3, line 65-col. 4, 
line 9). 

13. As per claim 12, Templin et al. teaches an interception node (see Templin et al., 
col. 5, lines 9-24) and Schneider teach a method wherein processing the file in the node 
comprises scanning the file for viruses (see Schneider, 37). 

14. As per claim 1 3, Templin et al. and Schneider teach a method wherein 
processing the file in the interception node comprises filtering a content of the file (see 
Templin et al., col. 2, lines 22-29). 

1 5. As per claim 14, Schneider teaches peer-to-peer data transfer (see Schneider, U 
27) and Templin et al. teaches a method wherein redirecting the file comprises: 
informing the second node that an address of the first node is that of the interception 
node (see Templin et al., col. 3, lines 21-31). 

16. As per claim 22, Templin et al. teaches, a method comprising: transferring the file 
from a first node to an interception node, the file being originally intended to be 
transferred directly from the first node to a second node (see Templin et al., col. 5, lines 
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9-24), and transferring the file from the interception node to the second node (see 
Templin et al., col. 8, lines 38-47). But fails to teach a method of transferring a file in a 
peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being 
computers in the peer-to-peer computer network; scanning the file for viruses in the 
interception node. However Schneider teaches a method of transferring a file in a peer- 
to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the second peer node being 
computers in the peer-to-peer computer network; scanning the file for viruses in the 
interception node (see Schneider, 37). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Templin et al. to a method 
of transferring a file in a peer-to-peer computer network, the first peer node and the 
second peer node being computers in the peer-to-peer computer network; scanning the 
file for viruses in the interception node in order to control communication of content 
between user terminals, and more particularly control the proliferation of virus infected 
content by outsourcing virus scanning services (see Schneider, U 1). 

17. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Templin 
et al. and Schneider as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Morris et al. 
(6,629,100). Templin et al. and Schneider teach the mentioned limitations of claim 10 
above and furthermore Templin et al. teaches transferring the file from the interception 
node to the second node (see Templin et al., col. 8, lines 38-47) but fail to teach 
querying a P2P server for location information of peer nodes involved in a transfer of the 
file; based on a response from the P2P server, identifying the second peer node as a 



Application/Control Number: 10/737,389 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2141 

node involved in the transfer of the file from the first peer node. However, Morris et al. 
teaches querying a P2P server for location information of peer nodes involved in a 
transfer of the file (see Morris et al., col. 8, lines 1-9); based on a response from the 
P2P server, identifying the second peer node as a node involved in the transfer of the 
file from the first peer node (see Morris et al., col. 8, lines 10-21). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Templin et al. and Schneider to querying a P2P server for location information of peer 
nodes involved in a transfer of. the file; based on a response from the P2P server, 
identifying the second peer node as a node involved in the transfer of the file from the 
first peer node in order to allow users and groups to share images and restrict access to 
the images and metadata (see Morris et al., col. 1, line 64-col. 2, line 4). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ranodhi Serrao whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30pm, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571)272-3880. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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